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“. . . except as necessary to meet minimum requirements for the administration of the 
area for the purpose of this Act...” 

– The Wilderness Act, 1964 
 
 

 

Please refer to the accompanying MRDG Instructions click here for filling out this guide.  The 
spaces in the worksheets will expand as necessary as you enter your response. 

  
Step 1: Determine if it is necessary to take action. 
 
 
Description:  Briefly describe the situation that may prompt action. 
 
Wolves were reintroduced into central Idaho in 1995 and 1996.  Since that time they have multiplied to 
more than 500 wolves in 43 verified packs.  The Nez Perce Tribe contracted with the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) to monitor wolves within Idaho and have done so since 1995.  The Endangered 
Species Act requires that to de-list wolves the states must have adequate regulatory mechanisms in 
place, and recovery goals must be achieved.  In 2002, Idaho finalized and the legislature accepted the 
Idaho Wolf Conservation and Management Plan, and in 2004 Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming submitted 
their plans to the USFWS for peer review.  Though Idaho’s and Montana’s plans were acceptable to the 
USFWS, Wyoming’s plan was deemed unacceptable, thereby delaying the delisting process until their 
issues are resolved.  The State Wolf Plan calls for the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) to be 
the primary manager of wolves in Idaho and that a minimum of 15 packs be maintained, and that packs 
be closely monitored and managed throughout the state.  Coordination with management agencies to 
conduct the monitoring is also required under the plan.  See the Idaho Wolf Conservation and 
Management Plan at: http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/wildlife/wolves/wolf_plan.pdf  
 
In February 2005, the 10j rule under which wolves in Central Idaho are managed was changed by the 
USFWS.  The new rule allowed for more lenient wolf management by livestock operators on public and 
private land.  Additionally, the rule allowed for Idaho and Montana (states with accepted wolf plans) to 
petition the USFWS or the Department of Interior (DOI) to obtain “designated agent” status that effectively 
gives day-to-day management to their state.  Montana petitioned the Service and Idaho petitioned the 
DOI.  Idaho’s petition was finalized and signed in November 2005 giving the State authority to implement 
the state plan and manage wolves under the 10j rule.  Additionally, in May 2005, an agreement was 
signed between the Nez Perce Tribe and the State of Idaho that outlines the role of each party, in effect 

http://www.wilderness.net/mrdg/documents/instructions.doc
http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/wildlife/wolves/wolf_plan.pdf
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giving the Tribe monitoring responsibility for the part of the state.  Management authorities transferred to 
the state include decision authority for wolf control, research, I&E and outreach, monitoring and 
coordination. 
 
The USFWS has determined that a minimum of 2 wolves in each pack should be radio collared in order to 
monitor wolf activity, count wolf pack size, and determine breeding status of the pack.  One of the 
requirements of recovery is that 30 breeding pairs be well distributed among the 3 states for 3 
consecutive years.  That was accomplished by 2002.  Initially wolves were all radio collared, but over 
time, due to the difficulty in collaring in wilderness, Idaho wolves were radio collared predominantly in the 
roaded areas particularly around livestock operations.  See Figure 1 for the distribution of wolves in 2004.  
Note that at this time there is a discernible lack of information on wolves located within Central Idaho 
wilderness areas. 
 
Wilderness areas received less monitoring effort due to the difficulty of packing traps and handling gear 
and locating wolves while on foot or horseback.  Currently, the wilderness of central Idaho has very few 
radio collared wolves though pack activity has been verified and is widespread.  Wolf data from the 
central core of the wilderness is lacking as shown by the attached map. 
 
In 2003, Idaho Department of Fish and Game became re-involved in wolf management.  The State Wolf 
Plan requires IDFG to document and manage wolf numbers.  They found a lack of data documenting wolf 
use within central Idaho Wilderness areas.  While there is much anecdotal information about wolf 
presence, specialized information on denning sites, wolf movement patterns, rendezvous sites, and other 
behavioral patterns is lacking.  Because of the importance of wolf recovery to reestablishment of natural 
and untrammeled wilderness character, the high public interest in the recovery of wolves and the desire 
for knowledge about wolves in central Idaho, it is critical that IDFG monitor wolf recovery in central Idaho 
wilderness.  It is essential to locate wolf rendezvous and denning sites in order to be able to return when 
radio collars are no longer functioning.  It will always be critical to monitor wolves in the wilderness, and 
locating sites with telemetry will allow follow-up in future years. 
 
When wolves were reintroduced an EIS was written to analyze impacts (USFWS 1994).  The Central 
Idaho Primary Analysis Area (CIPAA) was outlined as the area most likely to have long-term wolf activity.  
The predictions were accurate and the CIPAA now provides the majority of the wolf population in Idaho.  
The central Idaho wilderness areas comprise approximately 22 % of the CIPAA.  As such, it is very critical 
to monitor wolves within such a large portion of the recovery area.  It is possible that our population 
estimates are not accurate due to the lack of information in the wilderness. 
 
The State of Idaho, Department of Fish and Game is proposing to use a helicopter to facilitate the darting 
and capture of at least 16 wolves during their annual winter big game census surveys in the Frank Church 
– River of No Return Wilderness.  Specifically they will be conducting surveys in Big Game management 
units 20A, 26, and 27.  The major drainages included in these mgt areas include:  20A - Lower South 
Fork Salmon River, Chamberlain, Disappointment, Lower Middle Fork Salmon River; 26 – Big Creek; 27 – 
Middle Fork, Brush Creek, Loon, Camas, Little Loon, Rapid River, and Indian Creek (Figure 2).   
 
Base camps for end of the day landing and staging will be at existing airstrips and private land sites 
(Taylor Ranch, Whitewater Ranch, Lower Loon, and Mormon Ranch).  Fuel points for the helicopter 
activity would be Mackay Bar, Taylor Ranch, White Water Ranch, Flying B, Lower Loon, Thomas Creek, 
or the mouth of the Middle Fork Salmon River on the Salmon River Road.  Fuel is pre-positioned at the 
private airstrips and ranches prior to conducting big game surveys.  Personnel doing survey work, darting 
and wolf handling are all certified by IDFG for these activities. 
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Figure 1.  2004 wolf activity as delineated by telemetry data and public observations in relation to 
wilderness boundaries. 
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Personnel doing survey work, darting and wolf handling are all certified by the State for these activities.   
 
 
Figure 2.  Big Game Management Units 20A, 26, and 27 that will be flown for big game aerial surveys 
during winter 2005-06, and general location of wolf aerial darting proposal. 
 

A. Describe Valid Existing Rights or Special Provisions of Wilderness Legislation 
 
Are there valid existing rights or is there a special provision in wilderness legislation (the 
Wilderness Act of 1964 or subsequent wilderness laws) that allows consideration of action 
involving Section 4(c) uses?  Cite law and section. 

 
 

 
Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     

 
Explain:  The Wilderness Act specifies in Section 4 (d) (8), “Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
affecting the jurisdiction or responsibilities of the several States with respect to wildlife and fish in the 
national forests.”  The State of Idaho, Department of Fish and Game is the recognized state agency to 
manage wildlife resources within the State of Idaho. 
 
The Wilderness Act specifies in Sec. 4(b): “… wilderness areas shall be devoted to the public purposes of 
recreational, scenic, SCIENTIFIC, EDUCATIONAL, CONSERVATION, and historical use.”  Better 
understanding the distribution, make-up and habitat preferences of wolf packs in the Frank Church 
Wilderness will add scientific knowledge about the area, and contribute to the educational and 
conservation purposes of the area. 
 
Sec. 4(c): “… except as necessary to meet minimum requirements for the administration of the area for 
the purposes of this Act, (including measures required in emergencies involving the health and safety of 
persons within the area), there shall be no temporary road, no use of motor vehicles, motorized 
equipment or motorboats, no landing of aircraft, no other form of mechanical transport, and no structure 
or installation within any such area.”  This analysis will examine the minimum requirement need for the 
use of aircraft landings and mechanical transport associated with the dart gunning and capture of gray 
wolves within the Frank Church Wilderness. 
 
 
 
 
 

B. Describe Requirements of Other Legislation 
 
Do other laws require action? 

Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     
 
Explain: The Endangered Species Act requires monitoring of wolves while they are listed, and for 5 years 
once they are delisted.  The Endangered Species Act requires that to de-list wolves the states must have 
adequate regulatory mechanisms in place, and recovery goals must be achieved.  The State’s Wolf 
Conservation and Management Plan as approved by the legislature in 2002 states that we must maintain 
a minimum of 15 packs of wolves in the State, including wilderness, and that IDFG must monitor the 
wolves.  The Wolf Plan was accepted by the USFWS in 2004 as an “adequate regulatory mechanism” 
along with protective laws. 
 
 Idaho Code Section 36-103 states:   
 
“All wildlife, including all wild animals, wild birds, and fish, within the state of Idaho, is hereby declared to 
be the property of the state of Idaho.  It shall be preserved, protected, perpetuated, and managed.  It shall 
only be captured or taken at such times or places, under such conditions, or by such means, or in such 
manner, as will preserve, protect, and perpetuate such wildlife, and provide for the citizens of this state 
and, as by law permitted to others, continued supplies of such wildlife for hunting, fishing and trapping.“ 
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Clearly the State of Idaho has jurisdiction to manage gray wolves.  The Forest Service may consider the 
use of motorized equipment and mechanical transport to support the Fish and Game as the knowledge 
gained may be of assistance in the management and administration of the Frank Church –RONR 
Wilderness. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C. Describe Other Guidance  
 
Does taking action conform to and implement relevant standards and guidelines and direction 
contained in agency policy, unit and wilderness management plans, species recovery plans, tribal 
government agreements, state and local government and interagency agreements? 

 
Yes:  No:          Not Applicable:     

 
Explain: By law State agencies are required to monitor and manage wildlife within its boundaries.  Idaho 
Code Section 36-103 provides that authority to IDFG.   Wolf management guidelines adopted by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in February 2005 (Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 
Regulation for Nonessential Experimental Populations of the Western Distinct Population Segment of the 
Gray Wolf” [50 CFR Part 17.84]) provide guidelines for monitoring and management of wolves in Idaho.  
Idaho Wolf Conservation and Management Plan (2002) provide guidelines for state management of 
wolves.  10j MOA with Department of Interior signed in November 2005 gives designated agent status to 
IDFG within the boundaries of the State.  
 
Forest Service Policy: 
FSM 2323.31 states: “Provide protection for known populations and aid recovery in areas of previous 
habitation, of federally listed threatened and endangered species.” 
 
FSM 2323.32 states: “Recognize that States have jurisdiction and responsibilities for the protection and 
management of wildlife and fish populations in wilderness.  Cooperate and work closely with State wildlife 
and fish authorities in all aspects of wildlife and fish management.  Base any Forest Service 
recommendation to State wildlife and fish agencies on the need for protection and maintenance of the 
wilderness resource.  Recognize wilderness protection needs and identify any needed requirements in 
coordination efforts and in cooperative agreements with State agencies.” 
 
Manage wilderness to protect known populations of federally listed threatened or endangered species 
where necessary for their perpetuation and aid in their recovery in areas of previous habitation. 
 
FSM 2323.37 states:  “Fish and wildlife research is an appropriate activity in wilderness.  In all cases, 
research shall be conducted in such a way as to minimize any adverse impacts on the wilderness 
resource or its users.” 

1.  Research methods that temporarily infringe on the wilderness character may be used, provided 
the information south is essential for wilderness management and alternative methods or locations 
are not available. 

2.  Scientific sampling of wildlife and fish populations is essential to the management of natural 
populations in wilderness. 

3.  Capturing and inconspicuous marking of animals, including radio telemetry, is permitted.   The 
proposed capture and collaring of wolves is allowed within the framework of existing manual policy. 

 
Policies and Guidelines for fish and Wildlife Management in National Forest and Bureau of Land 
Management Wilderness, IAFWA, August 1986 
The International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (IAFWA) MOU (1986) with the Forest Service 
provides for state management of wildlife, including monitoring, capturing, and research involving all fish 
and wildlife.   This MOU recognizes that the State’s must receive permission from the Forest Service for 
motorized equipment or mechanical transport use within wilderness.  The State of Idaho is requesting the 
use of helicopters as “minimum necessary” for the capture and collaring of wolves as per Section 1 of the 
IAFWA MOU.  Section 2 says helicopters and fixed wing aircraft over flights may be used to conduct 
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approved fish and wildlife research activities.  In addition, it states: “Capturing and marking of animals, 
radio telemetry, and occasional temporary installations may be permitted, if they are essential to studies 
that cannot be accomplished elsewhere.  Guideline (g) states: “The administering agency should only 
approve capture methods that minimize the impact on the wilderness environment.” 
 
Further the IAFWA MOU address Threatened and Endangered Species by allowing, “Actions necessary 
to protect or recover threatened or endangered species, including habitat manipulation and special 
protection measures, may be implemented in wilderness.  But such actions must be necessary for the 
perpetuation or recovery of the species and it must be demonstrated that the actions cannot be done 
more effectively outside of wilderness.” 
 
Direction from the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness Plan includes: 
 
Selected Portions from the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness Plan (2004) 
 

C.  Goals 
1.  The forces of nature primarily affect native species in the FC-RONR Wilderness, 
and management actions recognize the predominance of natural forces. 
 
2.  Biological and social functions of native animal populations are not noticeably 
impaired by human presence or activities.  Natural processes and key habitat 
components such as birthing/rearing areas determine population structure and 
numbers; winter range and migration corridors are not impaired by human activities. 
 
3.  Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive (TES) plant and animal species and their 
habitats are protected as directed by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended.  State of Idaho Species of Special Concern receives protection and 
management consideration compatible with Department goals and objectives when 
consistent with wilderness objectives. 
 

D.  Objectives  
1.  The FC-RONR Wilderness serves as a refuge for native threatened, endangered, 
proposed, and sensitive species.  It protects existing remnant populations that inhabit 
the FC-RONR Wilderness and provides natural habitats for reintroduced native 
species.  Wilderness managers evaluate effects of all human activities on fish and 
wildlife species to reduce or eliminate potential conflicts, restore populations and 
maintain quality habitats in a natural condition. 
 
2.  Biological opinions, watershed biological assessments and letters of concurrence 
from NOAA Fisheries and US Fish and Wildlife Service will be followed.    Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game Species Management Plans and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Recovery Plans will be supported. 
 
3.  Recreation/wildlife conflicts will be evaluated and seasonal use restrictions will 
be initiated as needed to eliminate measurable problems.  

 
  E.  Standards and Guidelines 

 
Wildlife 
1.  Reintroduction or supplemental transplanting of native wildlife species will be 
permitted only when analysis shows that:  (S) 
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a.  TES species will not be adversely affected; 
b.  Populations of native species reduced or eliminated by human activity will 

be restored; 
c.   Reintroduction of historically native predatory species is compatible with 

goals and objectives of this Wilderness Plan, Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and 

d.  Significant values of the FC-RONR Wilderness will not be impaired. 
 

F.  Monitoring 
Habitat and population conditions and trends of both game and non-game fish and 
wildlife species inhabiting the Wilderness will be monitored.   
 
Chapter 2.  Research 
 
XVII.  Research 

A.  Background 
The Wilderness Act recognizes that scientific values in wilderness and the gathering 
of information regarding their use and enjoyment is an appropriate activity in 
wilderness.  Scientific study of the wilderness is also a purpose articulated in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Appendix B). 
 
The FC-RONR Wilderness’ vast array of diverse ecosystems, topography, geology, 
fire history, wildlife populations, and cultural history provides an excellent tapestry 
for study and observation in a near-natural environment.  There has been 
considerable research activity in the past; more is expected in the future. 
 
The CIWA specifically provides that management shall encourage scientific research 
into man’s past use of the Wilderness and the Salmon River corridor (Section 
8(a)(3)(A)). 

B.  Desired Future Condition  
Wilderness-dependent research will continue following the intent of the Wilderness 
Act. The Wilderness resource will continue to be shaped by natural forces and 
processes, while providing an opportunity to further the state of our knowledge of 
ecosystems and social aspects of wilderness management. 
 

C.  Goals 
1.  Wilderness and its ecosystems will continue to be valuable as benchmarks. The 
benchmarks provide a basis where managers and scientists can better understand and 
compare natural processes and systems. 
 

D.  Objectives 
1.  Provide for and encourage scientific study that: 
 

a.  Depends on the wilderness setting or upon natural systems not readily 
found outside wilderness.   

 
b.  Seeks to explain or understand ecosystems found in wilderness or resolve 

wilderness management problems to provide managers with knowledge 
needed to better manage wild lands.  
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c.  Is conducted in a non-obtrusive manner consistent with preserving the 

wilderness character and minimizes conflicts between wilderness users 
and researchers. 

 
E.  Standards and Guidelines 

General 
1.   Research projects that benefit the protection objectives of the FC-RONR 
Wilderness will be given highest priority.  (S) 
 
2.  Research projects not dependent on wilderness will be directed to alternative areas 
outside the wilderness.  (S) 
 
3.  Research methods that temporarily infringe on the wilderness resource should be 
limited or restricted, with the adverse effect(s) mitigated to the extent possible.  (G) 
 
4.  All proposed research structures will be analyzed through the Minimum 
Requirements Analysis process.  If approved, these research structures shall be 
situated and constructed to be as unobtrusive as possible.  (S) 
 
5.  Data collected for management purposes, such as use figures and resource 
inventories, should be made available to scientists for research purposes.  (G) 
 
6.  The use of helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft for research purposes outside of 
public airstrips will be analyzed through the Minimum Requirements Analysis 
process. (S) 
 
7.  Aircraft use, including helicopters, outside of the public airstrips should be 
considered only when other methods are not possible and not appropriate for the 
research objectives.  If aircraft use is approved, time of day, season of year, elevation, 
route of flight, and location of landings will be considered to minimize impacts.  (G) 
 
8.  Research projects must be approved by the Forest Supervisor and authorized by 
special use permit.  (S)   
 
Research Proposals 
1.  Proposed research projects will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis by the 
managing unit as to the project’s desirability, priority, and compatibility.  Project 
proposals that extend across administrative boundaries will be jointly reviewed with 
a coordinated response.  (S) 
 
2.  Research projects on wildlife and fish resources, recreational use, human carrying 
capacities, cultural resources, and methodologies for monitoring ecological and 
sociological carrying capacity, will be permitted in the Wild River corridor.  (S) 
 
3.  Written research proposals should be submitted to the Forest Service at least six 
(6) months before anticipated fieldwork.  (G) 
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Site Condition 
1.  All refuse associated with field operations will be removed from the site and 
returned to the condition in which it was found, except as authorized by the project 
work plan.  (S) 
 

F.  Monitoring 
No monitoring of specific species identified 
 

 
National and local direction is to work with local fish and game agencies on projects that will recover 
threatened and endangered species.  The proposed wolf recovery research fits within the direction 
provided by policy and the Frank Church – River of No Return Wilderness Plan. 
 
The USFWS and USFS have worked cooperatively with the State of Idaho in recovering wolf populations 
since 2002, and managing other wildlife populations.  A MOU between IDFG and USFS Regions 1, 4, 
and 6 (R4# 04-MU-11046000-059) outlines authorities and cooperative efforts to manage wildlife on 
National Forests in Idaho. 
 
The Idaho Wolf Conservation and Management Plan 2002 requires IDFG to be primary manager of 
wolves and allowed the Service and State to cooperatively develop the 10(j) rule published in Fed. 
Register on Jan. 6, 2005.  The 10j rule also allowed Idaho to petition the USFWS to become the 
“designated agent” by authority of the Secretary of Interior, thus transferring most of wolf management 
authority, responsibilities and duties from the USFWS to IDFG.  Delisting and enforcement are now the 
only primary responsibilities of the USFWS. 
 
The USFWS Wolf Recovery Plan (1987) and EIS designates the need for wolf recovery and close 
monitoring during recovery and post recovery, and the wilderness of central Idaho as the primary core of 
wolf recovery in the west.  The USFWS website for gray wolf management is: 
http://westerngraywolf.fws.gov/
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D. Describe Options Outside of Wilderness 
 
Can this situation be resolved by action outside of wilderness?
 Worksheets – p.9 
 

Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     

xplain: Monitoring and radio collaring wolves has been conducted outside of wilderness for 10 years.  
he USFWS discussed the need to conduct aerial darting of wolves in the wilderness in 1998 as part of 

heir management activity.  At that time it was decided that it was possible to achieve needed information 
rom outside of the wilderness, due to the mobility of wolves.  It was thought that capturing wolves outside 
he wilderness would allow for collared animals to become established within the wilderness.  Our 2003-
004 telemetry data suggests that this has not worked very well.  Only a few individual collared wolves 
hat were trapped adjacent to wilderness use the wilderness, but the core of the wilderness remains 
ithout radio collared packs.  Of the 38 currently radio collared packs, only 3 were captured within the 
ilderness (2 within 5 miles of roads, and 1 at a wilderness airstrip).  We estimate that there are 5 to 8 
acks that do not have functioning collars that reside in remote wilderness.  Because of the need to count 
olves in the wilderness for ESA purposes, to establish baseline information for den sites, rendezvous 
ites, and general pack activity data, data gathered on non wilderness packs cannot be used as a 
urrogate for data gathered within the wilderness.  It is essential that we have field level data from within 
he wilderness to complete the picture on wolf recovery.  We anticipate attempting to place 1-2 collars in 
ach pack found in the wilderness that conditions would allow (some wolves seen would not provide a 
ecent opportunity for darting or handling). 

http://westerngraywolf.fws.gov/
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Because of the difference of land use activities, human densities, prey differences, mortality factors, and 
other factors add up to great differences between the wilderness and non wilderness ecosystems.  
Returning wolves to the wilderness promoted many wilderness values, but our ability to monitor the 
recovery and maintain wolf recovery are dependent upon our ability to understand wolves and their 
ecosystem impacts.  This cannot be covered by studying wolves outside of wilderness alone. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E. Wilderness Character 
 
How would action contribute to the preservation of wilderness character, as described by the 
components listed below? 

Untrammeled: The wilderness was trammeled when wolves were extirpated from wilderness.  The 
recovery of wolves and subsequent monitoring of them and their impacts will have the benefit of restoring 
a dynamic natural force to wilderness.   This research will improve our understanding of how the wolves 
are using the wilderness and their impacts on prey and habitat.  This monitoring will help us to better 
understand the way wilderness was prior to man’s intervention and extirpation of wolves.  The recovery of 
wolves will lead to a restoration of natural predator/prey relationships that existed in the past which is a 
positive benefit to the wilderness. 
 
Undeveloped:  There will be no structures or improvements as part of this proposal.  There may be 
occasional sights and sounds of helicopter transport in the localized area where the wolf capture is 
occurring.  There will be no significant effect on the undeveloped nature of wilderness.   
 
Natural:  The capture and collaring of wolves will allow us to better understand the effects of their 
reintroduction to the wilderness.  We will be able to monitor wolf activity, which will allow us to gain insight 
into wolf travel patterns, relationships to the prey base, and use of the land.  Monitoring and 
understanding ecological changes induced by a keystone predator is critical to understanding the 
relationships of the animal to its natural surroundings in wilderness.  Re-establishment of wolves and 
understanding their behaviors and use of the wilderness will help the USFS and IDFG maintain and 
manage a more natural system in central Idaho wilderness. 
 
Outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation:  The 
presence of wolves increases the feeling of risk and challenge to users as well as increases the feeling of 
remote and natural character.  Changes in prey numbers and behavior will alter how the ecosystem 
evolves and how people will use it.  Most visitors who come in contact with wolves indicate that the 
encounter enhances their wilderness experience. 
 
Other unique components that reflect the character of this wilderness: 
Wolves can only survive and flourish in some parts of the United States.  The combined wildernesses of 
central Idaho provide the best and largest core habitat of any place in the lower 48 states for wolf 
recovery with the least conflicts.  The state of Idaho, largely due to the core habitat of wilderness and 
multiple use lands, has more wolves than the states of Montana and Wyoming combined.  Research in 
Yellowstone is the most intense of any population of wolves in the world, and we are trying to use some 
of what we learn from Yellowstone for Idaho.  However, doing so is likely full of inconsistency and error.  
Our knowledge of the wolves and their use and resultant changes of the wilderness are minimal, and we 
need to change that. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F. Describe Effects to the Public Purposes of Wilderness 
 
How would action support the public purposes for wilderness (as stated in Section 4(b) of the 
Wilderness Act) of recreation, scenic, scientific, education, conservation, and historical use? 
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Explain:  The proposal to capture wolves would increase the scientific knowledge of wolves, educational 
opportunity for public and scientific understanding of wolf biology and ecosystem changes as a result of 
recovery of a keystone predator, and to meet the conservation needs of wolf recovery and management.  
Although IDFG needs to radio collar wolves in the wilderness, this is not a long-term proposal.  
Eventually, once wolves are delisted the need to maintain collars on packs will be reduced.  The impacts 
to recreation would be minimal. 
 
 
Step 1 Decision: Is it necessary to take action? 

 
Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     

 
Explain:   All the legal, policy, and ecological needs point to the need to increase and enhance current 
wolf recovery monitoring within the wilderness.  Because radio collared wolves increase knowledge of 
wolf use of wilderness and their impacts on the ecosystem, it is necessary to monitor them at this time.  
Radio collaring is needed for to track wolf movements to meet wolf recovery objectives and population 
maintenance. 
 
The question could be asked of whether delisting might still occur if no wolves in the wilderness were 
radio collared.  No one knows, but it is certain that the information gathered by capturing wolves in the 
wilderness will speed delisting, increase knowledge of wolves and their effects on the ecosystem, and 
solidify data and administrative record for any legal challenges.  Additionally, if wolves are not captured 
then wolf activity in roaded areas will be our only knowledge base.   

 
It is likely wolf biology and behavior in the wilderness is different than in multiple use lands where cattle 
and sheep are grazed.  Wolf mortality is likely higher in non wilderness settings due to livestock 
depredation control and illegal take.  However, without radio collared wolves, we cannot say this for sure.  
We do not know exactly if wolf production rates, mortality, and pack size are the same or different in 
wilderness.  We need to understand the reproduction difference and effect on pack size.   
 
The remote character of the wilderness is often perceived as a source population for large carnivores.  In 
the future, we will not be able to radio collar every pack of wolves in Idaho.  It is therefore critical that we 
monitor and study wolves within the wilderness.  Radio collared packs will help us determine the density 
and territory size, pack den sites, rendezvous sites (for future monitoring), population growth rates, and 
other wolf parameters.  Without that information, we can only assume they are similar to surrounding 
areas.  This may be erroneous, as we are already seeing differences between wolf activity in 
Yellowstone, Montana, and Idaho that can be related to habitat, terrain, remoteness, prey abundance, 
livestock presence, and other factors.  We need to get better information in order to manage wolves in the 
best possible manner in Idaho. 
 
The IDFG is the recognized expert and responsible party for doing this research.  Their proposal to collar 
wolves is consistent with management direction and policy.  A compelling case is made to do the collaring 
in wilderness to increase the knowledge base on wolf behavior, numbers, and movement patterns within 
wilderness to support the wolf recovery plan and eventual de-listing of the species.  Restoration of this 
species to wilderness helps restore a component of the wilderness that has been lost due to man’s 
intervention. 
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If action is necessary, proceed to Step 2 to determine the minimum tool for action. 
 

Step 2: Determine the minimum tool. 
 
Description of Alternative Actions 
 
For each alternative, describe what methods and techniques will be used, when the action will 
take place, where the action will take place, what mitigation measures are necessary, and the 
general effects to wilderness character. 
 

Alternative # __1___  
 
Description:  Aerial darting of wolves using helicopter.   
Finding the wolves initially is the most difficult aspect of the effort.  It is believed that a minimum of 5 - 8 
packs of un-collared wolves exist in the Frank Church RONRW.  Our objective is to radio collar a minimum 
of 2 wolves per pack whenever possible.  Therefore, we would attempt to dart at least 10 - 16 wolves, 
depending on seeing wolves and ability of the crews.  Radio collars last approximately 3 years.  Some 
follow-up capture of wolves from the ground could occur if their locations are easy to find with radio collars, 
and if we can identify their denning and rendezvous sites.  These sites are regularly visited each year, so 
initial capture and radio collaring is the most critical. Recovery of wolves requires obtaining breeding pair 
information.  This proposal will have a positive effect on delisting wolves and understanding the ecological 
impacts and benefits of wolf recovery.  Figure 2 shows areas where wolves would be collared. 
 
Helicopters are used frequently for low elevation flying and big game monitoring in the wilderness.  There 
are at least three usual scenario’s for capture of wolves using a helicopter.  However, we plan on using 
only Scenario 1 for this effort in the wilderness. 
 
Scenario 1 - Typically, the wolf collaring effort will piggyback on existing big game survey flights.  As 
opportunity presents wolves during the surveys the crew will land the helicopter, drop the doors, get 
harnessed, become airborne again, then chase and dart one or two wolves per pack.  If successful the 
helicopter will either land, or hover and drop a crew member, to handle the wolf(ves), recover darts, and 
place collars.  Each landing would take from a few seconds (for hover drop offs), to a half hour when a 
helicopter lands while the crew handles the wolf.  Once the capture has been completed, the crew will 
either walk to the helicopter or be picked up, usually at or near the drop off, and then they will return and 
land to pick up the doors then continue conducting big game surveys.  In some cases the doors will be 
dropped at designated landing strips if they are nearby.  Some circumstances may appear to benefit the 
capture by dropping the doors closer to the wolves in a safe and flat landing site rather than returning to 
the wilderness landing strip or ranch. 
 
The injury rate for darting is usually less than 5% for any game animal.  Only rarely will an animal die from 
the activity due to the stress of capture, dosage of drug, or from physical damage during capture.  
Yellowstone biologists have captured more than 300 wolves and only had 1 injured by darting, and 1 get 
killed by a trespassing pack of wolves prior to the wolf fully recovering. 
 
Darting is difficult but represents the best way to capture wolves.  Darting from a helicopter has about a 
50% success rate.  Darts will miss the target and be lost.  Sedatives are released when they hit, so there 
should be no residual health hazard.  Darts are about 2-4 inches long, metallic cylinders.  They would be 
extremely hard to see or find in the general forest landscape.  This however is also rare. 
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Figure 2 – Areas where wolves would be collared. 
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Scenario 2 - Another option that would be employed is to conduct surveys in areas of known (recent 
sightings) and/or suspected wolf activity in the winter with a helicopter capture crew ready to work wolves.  
The helicopter would approach the wolves, the gunner would dart the wolf, the helicopter would land or 
hover while the muggers exited and handled the wolf.  Landing the helicopter might be preferred for safety 
reasons, though hover drop offs and pick ups are common.  Often, while a mugger is working one wolf, the 
gunner will dart a second, and then land and handle the wolf himself.  Depending on the helicopter, it is 
possible to have up to 2 muggers and one darter. 
 
Scenario 3 - The easiest technique would be to find wolves that are currently radio collared by using a 
fixed wing aircraft to locate collared wolves, radio the capture team, the capture team then dart un-collared 
pack members, and then land to handle the wolves.   
 
Wolves may be more easily found in winter during the time of big game surveys because they follow 
the big game onto the winter range and are usually in close proximity to elk and deer. 
 
Staging and re-fueling areas will be located at existing landing strips.  Appropriate methods of fuel 
storage will be used. 
 
Once the initial wolves are collared IDFG anticipates that follow-up collaring efforts will be done from 
the ground.  This is because they will be able to identify major rendezvous and den sites which will 
help focus future operating areas and darting efforts. 
 
Effects:  
 
       Biological and Physical Resource: The temporary nature of annual helicopter landing will have no 
significant impact on the biological or physical nature of the wilderness.  At most, some pressing of 
vegetation occurs from helicopter skids touching ground, but in the winter even this would be unlikely to 
occur.  The noise created by the helicopter is transient and temporary.  It would be heard in the 
immediate area (1 mile), but the helicopter would already be in the area conducting aerial surveys so the 
helicopter noise would already be occurring and not be an additional impact.  Darting and collaring wolves 
will cause wolves to have some stress and potentially can be lethal, but injury rate is quite low (<3%) 
when precautions are implemented. 
 
       Social and Experiential Resource:  Capturing wolves by helicopter will be conducted during the 
winter months of January and February, thus avoiding the peak visitor season, and only minor impacts to 
social experiences would be noticed.  Typically, fewer than 50 people might be in the wilderness during 
this period.  Temporary over flight noise and observation of helicopter traffic would be the most likely 
impact.  Because of number of airstrips in the Frank Church, observation of helicopters and aircraft is a 
common experience in most traveled portions of the wilderness.  Annually around 2,900 flights occur into 
one of the Forest Service landing strips.  Overall aircraft use is typically higher because of flights 
originating or ending on private landing strips.  The additional landings and over flights from the wolf 
collaring effort are an insignificant increase in the total landings. 
 
Visitors may see a wolf with a radio collar.  Yellowstone Park visitors see wolves and grizzly bears with 
radio collars on a regular basis when these animals are viewed for great periods of time close to roads.  
Wilderness observations are usually rare and fleeting.  Our experience shows that due to the wolf 
coloration and depending on the season, these collars may be mostly covered by hair and not easily seen.  
Also, radio collared wolves will be in a minority of wolves in the wilderness.  Of the 950 statewide 
observations reported on the IDFG website report form since 2003, only 8 reported observing radio collars. 
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Figure 3.  Left - Wolf B229 captured at Taylor Ranch using a leg hold trap near a carcass.  The wolf has a 
radio collar on it.  Right- wolf B229 of the Golden Creek Pack near Taylor Ranch, the same wolf months 
later viewed and photographed through a spotting scope.  Collar is almost indiscernible. 

 
 
Wilderness Character: 
 Untrammeled – Capturing wolves puts a short duration impact on their natural behaviors.  This 

has been shown to have no noticeable long term effect.  By encouraging wolf reintroduction success this 
project would improve the quality of the natural dynamic forces by ensuring natural predator-prey 
relationships still exist. 

 Undeveloped – There is no proposed development with this project.  There will be no construction 
of landing sites. 

 Natural - There are no changes to the natural environment proposed.  Landings will most likely 
occur on snow so little disturbance of soil or vegetation are likely to occur.  Even if the helicopter lands on 
vegetation the effect is temporary and inconsequential.  Any landing sites would be unnoticeable within a 
few hours.  No modification to natural terrain will be made.  No cutting of vegetation to create landing sites 
will be authorized. 

 Outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation – 
see responses under social and experiential resource.  Occasional observation of helicopters may shrink 
the feeling of remoteness and the knowledge of other people working in the wilderness can lower the 
feeling of solitude and self-reliance. 

 
       Heritage and Cultural Resource:  No impacts expected because there is no ground disturbing 
activity proposed.  The likelihood of the helicopter landing on a cultural resource is miniscule.  Helicopter 
managers and pilots can scope out landing sites from the air before touching down. 
 
       Maintaining Contrast and Unimpaired Character:  Helicopter and motorized use outside the 
wilderness is not restricted so contrast with the wilderness is maintained.  Only helicopter use during the 
winter months would be likely for wolf capture.  Because any capture effort is temporary in nature, impacts 
would be minor or nonexistent and short-term.   Knowledge of wilderness use by wolves would greatly 
enhance our knowledge of wolf biology.  Idaho wilderness habitat is different than multiple use lands 
adjacent to private land.  Wolf mortality due to livestock depredation control would be nonexistent, thus 
highlighting pack longevity.  Wolf mortality in the wilderness is unknown due to lack of collars.  Wolf 
impacts on ungulates in a system where ungulate populations are struggling are unknown and different 
than other habitats.  This activity would not impair these characteristics, but would help us identify the 
differences and their impacts on wolves. 
 
       Special Provisions:  Management of fish and game resources is a responsibility of the States.  
Access to federal land is a provision of the wilderness bill.  Aerial access is allowed to and from airfields, 
but also for administrative purposes, including managing wildlife.  Currently, low elevation helicopter big 
game counts are an administrative use allowed.  Authorizing this use would be consistent with the special 
provisions of the Wilderness Act. 
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       Safety of Visitors, Personnel, and Contractors and Work Methods 
Any use of helicopters during capture efforts affords higher risks to personnel.  At times hover landings will 
be used when landing is not practical.  However, safety is enhanced by using tow-in landing, one strut 
landing, or power on landing on unstable or unlevel ground or snow.  The safest is complete landing and 
shut down of aircraft on solid substrate.  Safety is key in these operations and capture is secondary.  
Training and certification is required for Department staff or helicopter vendors through OAS to conduct 
any darting, net gunning, power-on landings, or work with helicopters.  No Forest Service employees would 
be authorized to ride in the helicopters during this activity.  IDFG has had one helicopter crash resulting in 
mortality in the last 30 years. 
 
       Economic and Time Constraints 
Capture of wolves by air is costly, averaging $1,000-2,000 per wolf on average.  However, in the 
wilderness, costs usually escalate mostly due to pre-positioned fuel and ferrying to refuel.  This is still a 
preferred option because it is so effective and efficient for manpower and actually collaring animals, it is 
cheaper than ground capture.  Helicopter use would be over a few week period during winter, the most 
effective time to capture wolves and least costly.  By concentrating the capture activity to January and 
February during the ongoing big game surveys, the costs may be kept low and avoid additional impacts to 
visitors.  Similar efforts are used outside of wilderness, except fuel trucks will preempt much need for pre-
positioning fuel, thus reducing costs outside of wilderness in comparison.  In 2002, wolves were captured 
outside wilderness using helicopter and 26 wolves were radio collared at a cost of $25,000.  Fixed wing 
aircraft was used at that time to locate radio collared packs and the capture crew then would follow-up to 
add additional collars.  This proposal to capture wolves in the wilderness would cost about $700/hour, and 
we could estimate 1.5 hrs per capture, thus about $1000 per wolf, assuming all other costs like preposition 
fuel, food, etc. were absorbed by the big game surveys.  Because aerial darting wildlife outside wilderness 
is common, techniques have been learned that may reduce impacts on wilderness, such as knowing which 
wolves are worth the effort based on terrain and cover, herding and darting techniques that speed capture, 
landing techniques that reduce impacts, practice to reduce injuries, avoidance of human use areas, etc.. 
 
       Additional Wilderness-specific Comparison Criteria 
The Selway-Bitterroot and Frank-Church Wilderness areas are the most remote and difficult access in the 
contiguous US.  However, helicopter and fixed wing are used via air strips and low elevation exclusions 
for big game monitoring.    Although primarily primitive, motorized access is used in this wilderness and 
allowed for administrative purposes, therefore additional short-term use in winter would be largely 
unnoticed.  Some disturbance to winter users might be noticed. 
 
For example, there are over 24 airstrips within the Frank Church – River of No Return Wilderness Area.  
Airplane noise is common in the mornings from early May through mid-November.  There would only be 
one helicopter in the area already conducting big game surveys during January and February at a time 
when visitation is extremely low, so additional noise of a capture would be minimal. 
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Alternative # __2___  
 
Description:  Ground trapping wolves using foothold traps, backpack, and horse packing.   
This technique entails obtaining recent information about where wolves are localized usually from 
wilderness users or administrators and then sending in a trapper via airplane to an airstrip if the sighting is 
close, or backpack or horse pack from a trailhead.  Trapping equipment including traps (10 pounds each), 
drugs, catch pole, handling equipment, radio collars, etc., are carried in a backpack along with personal 
gear, and the trapper will hike to the area where wolves were last reported or expected to be, and spend a 
few days trying to locate recent sign and set and check traps.  Horse packing gear and the trapper 
increases efficiency of being able to cover more ground with more traps to find the wolf sign and check 
traps.  Sometimes horses can be used just to carry gear into a site and the trapper works from there on 
foot.  Because of the distances traveled and the remoteness of the area, trappers would be expected to 
stay in the wilderness for a minimum of 10-14 days per stint.  They would need additional logistical support 
for this time or have to rely on self-support and the equipment to survive in the wilderness for extended 
periods. 
 
Effects: 
 
       Biological and Physical Resource: The temporary nature of hiking and trapping will have no impact 
on the biological or physical nature of the wilderness.  Trapping and collaring wolves will cause wolves to 
have some stress and possible leg injury, but injury rate is quite low when precautions are implemented.  
The use of horses on trails has been known to cause some impacts to trails and meadow areas.  
Because of the additional length of time trappers are in the area, there would be residual impacts to 
campsites, and travel ways, neither of which would be uncommon or out of the range expected for human 
use provided appropriate wilderness travel and use practices were followed.  Injury rate to wolves has 
been reduced recently by using the newer rubber jawed foothold traps.  Some level of self-induced injury 
is fairly common (10-20%) in wolves and non-target animals captured in foothold traps.  However, the 
injury to wolves is typically minor resulting in some leg abrasions and mouth injuries (from chewing), 
although on rare occasions wolves escape with traps on their feet or get more seriously injured.  Also, 
because of the foot or horse travel, it may take longer to check traps thus requiring a reduced number of 
traps placed in order to reduce injury. 
 
       Social and Experiential Resource:  Capturing wolves by traps will be conducted primarily during 
summer months, thus occurring during the peak visitor season, but only minor impacts to social 
experiences would be noticed.  Signs are placed along trails to warn visitors that traps are in the area and 
to keep dogs on a leash.  However, dogs are occasionally caught along trails in wolf traps.  Some 
complaints by outfitters have been received regarding trapping along trails.  The extra presence of the 
trapper and evidence of human activity may have some subtle effects on visitor use and enjoyment.  
Visitors may choose to move to new areas, or have their experience reduced by the human contact they 
sought to avoid in wilderness.  Some visitors may have their experience enhanced by participating in the 
trapping activity or knowing it is happening in the area. 
 
If wolves are collared, visitors may see a wolf with a radio collar.  Yellowstone Park visitors see wolves and 
grizzly bears with radio collars on a regular basis when these animals are viewed for great periods of time 
close to roads.  Wilderness observations are rare and fleeting.  Our experience shows that due to the wolf 
coloration and depending on the season, these collars may be mostly covered by hair and not easily seen 
(Figure 3).  Also, radio collared wolves will be in a minority of wolves in the wilderness.  Of the more than 
950 observations reported on our IDFG website since 2003, only 8 reported seeing radio collars. 
 

Wilderness Character: 
 Untrammeled – Capturing wolves puts a short duration impact on their natural behaviors.  This 

has been shown to have no noticeable long term effect.  By encouraging wolf reintroduction success this 
project would improve the quality of the natural dynamic forces by ensuring natural predator-prey 
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relationships still exist.  Additional human occupation during the trapping may lead to additional effects on 
animal behavior. 

 Undeveloped – There is no proposed development with this project.  There may be some 
competition among users and trappers for desirable campsites during the high use season. 

 Natural - There are no changes to the natural environment proposed. 
 Outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation – 

see responses under social and experiential resource.  Occasional observation of trappers working in the 
area may shrink the feeling of remoteness and the knowledge of other people working in the wilderness 
can lower the feeling of solitude and self-reliance. 
 
       Heritage and Cultural Resource:  No impacts expected.  Areas of known cultural or heritage 
resources would be avoided. 
 
       Maintaining Contrast and Unimpaired Character:  By using foothold traps, horses, and or foot, the 
wilderness character would be maintained.  These are traditional uses of the wilderness and will contrast 
with the motorized activity outside.  Wolves are trapped by using ATV and pickup outside of wilderness 
quite effectively. Trapping from motorized vehicles greatly reduces human scent and increases range for 
trappers along roads.  It also provides the vehicle for carrying trapping and handling equipment. 
 
       Special Provisions:  Management of fish and game resources is a responsibility of the States.  
Access to federal land is a provision of the wilderness bill.  Access via traditional primitive means, foot and 
horseback, is not prohibited.  Authorizing this use would be consistent with the special provisions of the 
Wilderness Act. 
 
       Safety of Visitors, Personnel, and Contractors and Work Methods 
Relying on horses for travel has its own risks.  While typically not dangerous, horses occasionally will trip, 
buck, fall, roll, or otherwise unseat passengers, knock off luggage, or run away.  Minor scrapes and bruises 
are common when using horses.  Use of traps may cause injury to trappers or visitors and their pets.  If 
caught in a trap, damage to legs and torso may result.  For the most part, this is a low risk technique.   
 
    
    Economic and Time Constraints 
Capture of wolves by ground is costly, averaging $2,000 per wolf on average in the roaded areas, and that 
cost more than doubles in the wilderness.  It is also very time consuming.  The problem is getting the 
recent wolf location information from the wilderness user to the wolf manager, and then getting a wolf 
trapper to prepare and head into the wilderness, find the wolves and set up the trapping operation.  This 
can work during the time when wolves are denning and at rendezvous sites prior to pups becoming very 
mobile in August.  Therefore, June and July are the best months for trapping, but are also the best months 
for documenting pup activity.  The State Fish and Game has a limited number of personnel to draw from to 
complete these tasks.  Due to limited budgets, it is very difficult to count wolf pups in 45 known packs 
outside of wilderness, and conduct lengthy ground trapping efforts in the wilderness during the same 
period.  Trapping is a learned skill and not many qualified trappers that can handle wilderness hiking with 
80+ pound packs, or horses are available.  Helicopter time is approximately $700/hr so you might expect 1-
2 hours per wolf on average.  Only a few wolves have ever been captured in the wilderness so cost 
estimates for ground capture have not been made, though staff spend many weeks unsuccessfully 
attempting to trap wolves each year.  Capture using helicopter would be a much higher success rate and 
costs would only be charged when the crew was actually attempting to capture a wolf. 
 
       Additional Wilderness-specific Comparison Criteria 
The Selway-Bitterroot and Frank-Church Wilderness areas are the most remote and difficult access in 
Idaho.  The increased remoteness makes foot and horse trapping more complicated and difficult than the 
non-roaded areas adjacent to the wilderness.  Because of this, almost all radio collared wolves in Idaho 
are outside the wilderness in the easiest places to trap (Figure 1), and where most of the wolf/livestock 
and other human conflicts occur.  The need for wilderness information is less conflict based, but 
nonetheless important for wolf managers.  Knowing numbers and activity centers of wolves in the 
wilderness cannot be disregarded simply because it is difficult or because it is wilderness.  Outfitters and 
hunters are concerned about game, and safety of their legally permitted livestock.  The new 10j rule 
allows outfitters to kill wolves harassing their livestock on federal ground including wilderness.  Outfitters 
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are constantly asking biologists about where wolves are in the wilderness, and hunters are constantly 
demanding the Department to obtain information on wolves and their impacts in wilderness.  The Idaho 
Congressional delegation, State Legislature, and Governor’s Office along with the IDFG Commission 
have all demanded greater knowledge of wolves within the wilderness.  Therefore, sociopolitical demands 
for more wolf information are also of concern in the wilderness, not just roaded areas. 
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Step 2 Decision: What is the Minimum Tool?  
 
The selected alternative is: 
 
Alternative 1, helicopter capture of wolves is the preferred alternative. 
 
Describe the rationale for selecting this alternative:  
 

1) Success in Meeting objectives:  Steel foothold trapping has been tried with limited success 
for the past 10 years. Radio collared wolves captured adjacent to the wilderness seldom 
establish pack territories within the wilderness.  Because wolves are territorial and defend 
their territories from other wolves, existing packs within the wilderness usually prevent other 
wolves from establishing territories within their pack boundaries. 

2) The Department is managing wolves through the new 10j rule of the Endangered Species 
Act.  Previously, wolf monitoring and management were for recovery purposes, and if enough 
wolves were counted outside wilderness then recovery goals were being met.  Now, we are 
managing for reduction of problems, understanding ecological impacts and benefits, and 
developing monitoring techniques that do not require telemetry, and understanding biological 
specifics of wolves living in wilderness.  Once wolves are delisted we will be managing 
wolves as a big game animal.  Monitoring wolves in the wilderness is critical to meet delisting 
and management goals and understand the new wilderness ecosystem with wolves.   

3) The minimum tool initially was foothold traps.   This technique can no longer be 
acknowledged as the least tool to get the job accomplished.  It does not fulfill the need for 
scientific knowledge, conservation needs, or educational information because so few wolves 
can be captured using this technique within the wilderness.   

4) Wilderness management creates a different biome for wildlife, and as such likely creates 
different responses by predator and prey.  Lack of roading may inhibit movement of hunters 
and reduce illegal wolf kills.  Lack of livestock grazing may reduce wolf mortality.  This is 
suspected but not proven in regard to wolves.  Information on wolves in wilderness will help 
us answer these questions. 

5) Wolf capture using helicopters would be conducted primarily during winter months when 
wolves are more visible and concentrated around big game winter range.  Wolves are 
regularly seen while conducting deer and elk surveys, and thus would be susceptible to 
incidental capture.  Additionally, efforts specifically designed to collar wolves would be 
conducted in a manner to avoid conflict with user groups.  They would be conducted during 
the least used period of winter, have no long-term impacts, and reduce the need for extensive 
horse and ground work during the high visitor use period.   

6) Two collars, preferably on alpha wolves, would be attempted to be placed on all uncollared 
wolf packs in the Frank Church River of No Return Wilderness.  Based on wolf reports from 
the public and outfitters, as well as our knowledge of wolves in the wilderness, we suspect 
approximately 5 uncollared packs have territories there.  Thus, we would be considering a 
minimum of 10 captures and landings initially if that many wolves were observed.  Follow-up 
years would be required if radio collars failed or wolves were killed.  New packs identified 
would also be collared.  Once packs are located, it would be easier to follow-up capture from 
the ground using foothold traps during the summer.  Thus future impacts on wilderness would 
be minor. 

7) Capture by helicopter is the most efficient, effective, cost beneficial technique to capture 
wolves in wilderness. 

8) No modification to the ground or vegetation will result from this proposal. 
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Describe any monitoring and reporting requirements: 
 
 

An annual report on wolf status and management efforts is required by the USFWS.  This report 
would be provided to the USFS. 
 
Prior to activity a pre-meeting with local forest officials (District Ranger level) would be held to 
identify working areas, base camps, emergency procedures, and communications strategies. 
 
After activity a brief report of the activity would be provided, including, days of activity, # of 
landings, approximate location of landings, and any items of significant interest. 

 
 
Please check any Wilderness Act Section 4(c) uses approved in this alternative: 
 

 
      mechanical transport 
             landing of aircraft  
 
     motorized equipment  
           temporary road 
 
      motor vehicles    
        structure or installation 
 
      motorboats 

 
 
Be sure to record and report any authorizations of Wilderness Act Section 4(c) uses according to 
agency procedures. 
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